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Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the Faculty of the College of Liberal Arts
April 15, 2021
12:30 via WebEx
Presiding: Paul Reich, President of the Faculty
Recording minutes: Jennifer Queen, Vice President of the Faculty/Secretary
Members in attendance: Aggarwal; Al-Haddad; Allen; Althuis; Anderson; Armenia; Balzac;
Barnes; Bennett; Bernal; Bommelje; Boniface; Brannock; S. Brown; V. Brown; Cannaday; J.
Cavenaugh; Cheng; Chong; Cody-Rapport; G. Cook; Cornwell; Coyle; Crozier; Cummings;
D’Amato; Davidson; D. Davison; DeLorenzi; Diaz-Zambrana; Douguet; Elva; Ewing;
Fetscherin; Forsythe; M. Fuse; Gerchman; Gilmore; Gonzalez Guittar; Habgood; Haines;
Hammonds; De. Hargrove; Harper; Harwell; Heileman; Hewit; Hope; Houndonougbo; Jones;
KC; Kiefer; Kistler; Kline; Lewin; Libby; Lines; Luchner; Manak; Maskivker; Mathews;
McLaren; McLaughlin; Mesbah; Montgomery; Moore; Murdaugh; Musgrave; Myers; Namingit;
Newcomb; Nichter; Niles; Nodine; Norsworthy; Parsloe; Pett; Pieczynski; Prosser; Queen; Ray;
Reich; Robertson; Robinson; Roe; Roos; Ryan; Sanabria; Sardy; Savala; Schoen; Simmons;
Singer; Smith; P. Stephenson; Stone; Summet; Sutherland; Svitavsky; Teymuroglu; Tillmann;
Tome; Vidovic; Warnecke; Wellman; Williams; Wunderlich; Yankelevitz; Yao; Yu; W. Zhang;
Zimmermann; Zivot
Guests: Nancy Chick; Kaitlyn Harrington; Toni Holbrook; Karla Knight; Rob Sanders; Janette
Smith; Rachel Schlueb; Student Government
Meeting called to order at 12:31pm.
I.

Approval of Minutes from April 1st, 2021 CLA Meeting
a. Paul Reich asked for any changes to the minutes as circulated. Hannah Ewing pointed
out that she was present, and Jenny Queen noted the change. Paul asked for approval of
the minutes as amended.
b. WebEx Poll Question: Do you approve the minutes from the April 1st CLA faculty
meeting as amended? 65 yes votes, 1 no vote, 3 abstentions. Minutes are approved.

II.

Announcements
a. Paul Reich announced that sadly the bylaw amendment regarding Senior Lecturers and
Artists in Residence failed to secure enough electronic votes via Qualtrics for the second
time. While participation increased the second time, there were still 30% of the eligible
participants (those voting members present when the conversation of the bylaw
concluded at the CLA meeting on March 11) who simply did not participate. This bylaw
is probably a casualty of the voting processes regarding bylaw changes that we adopted at
the October 29th meeting at the beginning of WebEx meetings. He encouraged next
year’s EC to bring this back before the faculty at the first face-to-face meeting of the
CLA faculty.

b. Paul Reich announced the following divisional election results: Vidhu Agarwal has been
elected as the Humanities divisional rep on Diversity Council. And Jenny Queen has
been elected as the Fall 2021 Mathematics and Sciences rep on EC; Dan Meyers will then
take over when he returns from sabbatical for Spring 2022 and AY 2022-2023.
III.

Business
a. At-Large Governance Elections
i. Paul Reich announced that due to limitations of the WebEx Polling feature, At-Large
Governance Elections will occur via Qualtrics. He announced the following
people/vacancies currently on the ballot and asked for nominations from the floor.
1. Faculty President: Jana Mathews (Humanities). Jana was elected as the
Humanities divisional rep on Curriculum Committee. If she's elected as
president, she'll resign from that position and a replacement will need to be found.
There were no nominations from the floor.
2. Curriculum Committee (2 positions available): Susan Montgomery (Social
Sciences-Applied); Michele Williams (Social Sciences-Applied); Raghabendra
KC (Business). There were no nominations from the floor.
3. Faculty Affairs Committee (3 positions available): Caitlyn Bennett (Graduate
Counseling); Hilary Cooperman (Expressive Arts); Sheryll Namingit (Business).
There were no nominations from the floor.
4. Faculty Research and Development Committee (1 position available): Hesham
Mesbah (Social Sciences-Applied); Serina Al-Haddad (Business); Sana Alaya
Seghair (Humanities). There were no nominations from the floor.
5. Student Life (3 positions available): Devin Hargrove (Business); Jenn Manak
(Social Sciences-Applied). There were no nominations from the floor.
b. FEC and All Faculty Appeals Committee Slates (see attached)
i. Don Davison made a motion to approve the circulated Faculty Evaluation Committee
slate. Susan Montgomery seconded. Paul Reich gave background and offered to
field questions. There were none.
ii. WebEx Poll Question: Do you approve the FEC slate as circulated? 87 yes votes, 1
no votes, 2 abstentions. The slate is approved.
iii. Dexter Boniface made a motion to approve the circulated All Faculty Appeals
Committee slate. Susan Montgomery seconded. Paul Reich gave background and
offered to field questions. There were none.
iv. WebEx Poll Question: Do you approve the All-Faculty Appeals Committee slate as
circulated? 84 yes votes, 4 no votes, 1 abstention. The slate is approved.
c. Without presupposing what actions the faculty may like to take as a result, Don Davison,
Amy Armenia, and Devin Hargrove led a conversation on the Faculty Salary Equity
Committee Report (see attached) charged by the FAC.
i. Don gave a history of the charge, the report, its analyses, and its recommendations.
Amy highlighted that occupational segregation has become one of the mechanisms
that creates larger gender differences, and this is at least in part because Rollins has
gone back and forth on the extent to which it uses competitive salaries to bring people
in different fields. Then the floor was opened for conversation.
Q: We need to examine salaries who are full professors. Compression means that we
are making very little more than our brand-new colleagues.

A: There is a recommendation in the report that a second committee under the
authority of the FAC conduct a compression analysis.
Q: The report states that market compensation dates to 2016, but my impression is
the same as Amy’s. This has been in place for decades although maybe less
explicitly. Can we be more precise in our analysis?
A: Susan Singer answered ! There is a CUPA based model that goes back at least to
the early 2010’s that was in place when I arrived. An earlier provost had hired an
outside consultant to build that model and when we started working on salaries, that
model was keeping salaries for people in theater and music and other domains
substantially lower than faculty in the overall group. We closed that gap. And that
model had been used to determine salaries for quite some time.
Q: That gap has not been closed for those groups.
Q: What are the next steps?
A: The next step for this report (and salaries in general) is twofold. (1) There should
be a follow-up examination as to what the obstacles are that are impeding female
associate professors from moving to the full professor rank. (2) This report will spark
more discussion after the compression/inversion study and the comparison to
benchmark study is done. Additionally, more procedurally, since I have been at
Rollins attention to faculty salaries has been episodic based on when faculty motivate
to the point that administrators cannot ignore it. Hopefully that placing these studies
on a regular schedule means that it will be elevated in terms of importance and
attention.
Q: Grant Cornwell commented ! Your point about how the administration has paid
attention to salaries is well taken because you have been here a very long time. But
Susan’s and my attention to faculty salaries for the last half a decade has not been
episodic. It has never been off our radars. The budget for next year includes a 3%
increase in the faculty salary pool plus a pool to account for promotions. That doesn’t
mean that anybody here will get exactly 3%. Some will get more, and some will get
less based on the algorithms and analysis of how they get distributed. I wanted to
include that as a point of information.
Q: As a faculty group we have to consider the assumptions that are being made of
salary. Ever since I have been here (and maybe earlier) the assumption has been
made that certain disciplines should receive higher salaries from the beginning, or we
will get faculty of lesser quality. So, we have this system whereby certain
departments are hired in at higher salaries and therefore will maintain those higher
salaries. I find this very problematic. I know there is anger in the bullrushes about it
and I don’t support it at all. But I am not going to get into that argument now. We
don’t just determine salaries by assumptions in certain disciplines. We also negotiate.
And one of the things we don’t talk about is negotiated salaries. When I came to
Rollins, like anyone else who has some savvy, I negotiated by salary. It was to my
benefit to do so for lots of reasons, mostly economic. And I received a higher salary
than the initial offer. It wasn’t markedly different. It wasn’t $20,000 more, but it was
more. Part of the reason was that I was paid a certain salary at the institution I came
from and I wanted to make at least as much or potentially somewhat more than I was
already being paid elsewhere. I did not want to have a drop in my salary. So, I
negotiated for salary in good faith and I got a salary that I thought was fair for Rollins

and for me. And now I’m here, and I’m happy to be here. But there is also the issue
of negotiations. Now this is smaller stakes because we are not negotiating $20,000.
We are negotiating for X number of thousand dollars usually in the smaller range and
maybe some other working capital or whatever. I didn’t negotiate for that. This
factors into it, but that a decision made by the dean and provost and the president
about what to offer a candidate. And if we believe they are the best candidate lets’
give them a little more money. I’m not disturbed by that. I think we make the best
decisions we can and the dean and the provost and the president have that ability to
offer somewhat more money, somewhat other conditions perhaps, for people we
really want to come here. I am disturbed by certain disciplines receiving more money
and that’s all I want to say about it.
Q: I agree with the comment in the chat that women maybe aren’t as confident about
negotiating. This is something that you won’t know from the data, but I know of few
instances where female faculty have asked to negotiate and a former dean told them,
“We don’t negotiate period. You get what you get.” Male faculty hired into the same
cohort were told something totally different. That’s not something can be quantified.
Just knowing that seems also problematic in terms of negotiating salaries. I agree
100% about the market thing.
A: The committee did discuss more than once the effects of negotiation. There’s a
literature that argues that men negotiate more aggressively than women for salaries.
We were at a loss (at least in the time allotted to get this study done) as to how to
measure negotiating skills and their effects. The committee is still very much open to
how to try and account for it.
Q: The previous questioner was making a slightly different point. She wasn’t saying
that women are generally less courageous to negotiate. She was saying that the
administration was more prone to accept a negotiation request from a male. I think
we must be careful about blaming the victim. The problem is a two way street that is
more systematically entrenched.
A: Susan Singer Answered ! I thought it might be of interest to know how we
actually set salaries and make offers. We have a base salary for everyone (except for
the 3 disciplines that you mentioned) and the only place that negotiation comes in is
when determining prior experience. We have a fixed amount that we do a plus up in
the offer for each year of prior experience. And the dean has had many conversations
with folks who try to push beyond that. She regularly says to the individual that we
have a compensation philosophy that the faculty developed that we honor and
support. In the other three areas, we look at CUPA data, benchmark schools, and
regionally with HR to determine a base and if there is additional experience, we also
calculate that in. There are some cases, as we try very hard to increase the diversity
of our faculty, where we are trying to attract a colleague that would add an important
dimension to the life of the college where we might engage in slight negotiation there.
But since the faculty compensation philosophy passed, that is the basis for how we set
salaries. I cannot address how administrations prior to ours negotiated and that is
important and interesting to listen to, but I could speak to how we do it.
Q: So, if we really are going to go with the compensation philosophy, then it may be
time to revisit the market issue. Faculty actually voted on it about 10 years ago, but
we were forced to vote for it because we were told were wouldn’t get any raises at all

ever again unless we voted positively. And I am not exaggerating. You may survey
the group. We always talk about market as though it is etched in stone, but I’ve been
here 29 years and I wouldn’t say it was part of our philosophy or practice for more
than 10. And it was something the faculty was blackmailed into voting on. We
should rethink the issue.
Q: I think if we take the compensation philosophy that we passed a couple years ago,
we had a pretty strong consensus among the faculty that we did not agree with the
practice of paying people from different disciplines different salaries. In fact, this
report has shown that that practice creates and reinforces differences between genders
and differences by racial and ethnic groups. We've also seen that in the last few years
we've done better with a more standard salary offer for new hires. And some
adjustments were also made at the associate level, but adjustments were never made
at the level of full. So, some of our most long-standing gaps are going to get bigger
and bigger unless some effort is made to start adjusting there as well.
A: To follow-up, there was a comment in the chat about how close the top end of it or
the associate salaries are to the full professor salaries. My guess is that probably is
largely a function of a few years ago, when adjustments were made for assistant and
associates, the increase for a full professors was less. When increases are small
distributional decisions like that also can have cumulative impacts. You know, I think
is one of the other things that come out of this analysis.
Q: On a completely different topic, have we addressed the investment firm that is
failing us on the endowment? This is the root of our issues. We're having this big
discussion about salaries and salary increases and everything, but at the other end of it
is really the endowment where some of this money gets drawn from. Our endowment
for the most part's been going backwards rather than forwards. And if it's been going
forwards, it's not even keeping up with the market. Not even close. If we had had a
better investment firm doing the right job at the Endowment for the period of time
that this has been going on. We'd be sitting there with a probably close to a billiondollar endowment right now and many of these issues would be. I brought this up
several years ago back when we had a different VP of finance, and it's still the same
firm. It’s something that I think is at the core of a lot of our problems. Until it gets
dealt with, we're going to keep circling the drain on this issue.
A: Grant Cornwell answered ! I don't want to go too far astray, but Mark posed the
question and, so, I'll just remind you of the state of play there. In shared governance,
the one area of authority that is accorded entirely to trustees is the management of the
endowment. We staff that management, but investment decisions, resource allocation,
assets, strategy, basically the management of the endowment is entirely the province
of the board of trustees. We have a new newish chair of that committee, Eric Spiegel.
They've been working for maybe 3 years on fairly aggressively addressing asset
allocation. And also, you should know that the board is of the view that one of the
important hampers to endowment growth has been our draw rate. The fact is, we've
been drawing approximately 5.5% to fund our operating budget, including salaries.
Quite recently, the investment committee worked with the Finance Committee and
the administration to agree that we're going to reduce the draw rate from 5.5% to
4.5% over a small number of years which will enable the corpus to grow. Because
the college has been drawing more really than it should for…ever, or at least for a

great number of years. So, this is a whole issue that we can talk about at some other
time, but I don't want to take any more time with it now.
Q: There was a question in the chat earlier about an inequality index that Amy
seemed to indicate she was going to talk to Meghal about.
Q: There are a lot of useful data here. I second the suggestion of a compression study.
If I'm reading the data correctly, the findings that hire an appointment year are
strongly negatively correlated to salary, suggest the need for this.
Q: It looks like the from the data as it the associate professors were close to full
professor salaries, which is an issue, considering full professors get a bump.
Q: Is the compression study something that is already going to happen in the fall or is
it just a recommendation?
A: I guess I defer to Susan on that. My impression is that yes, there is an intention to
get it done, but I’m going to have to defer to the provost for the timetable.
A: Susan Singer answered ! The faculty need to decide on one project a year. We
started all this by bringing the notion of a race, gender, ethnicity equity study and that
now opens a number of other questions including the compression issue and the
understanding why fewer women are in the ranks of full professor. The next step is
the faculty decides on year-by-year priorities and then we keep looping back. Meghal
has the capacity to work on one per year.
Q: About the female full professor issue, I suppose coming to Rawlins later would
make a difference, but there are other (hard to quantify) situations that could
influence that. Some of which you can find in different ways including the COACHE
survey. But one is that female faculty typically spend a lot more time individually
with students. No offense to the gentleman present but women tend to be the faculty
that students who have a problem, especially female students come to. You can end
up spending a lot of time, helping them with their problems, and just being a
sounding board. Even at home, and again Rollins can't change that, but it is just a
thing to think about at our level. Somehow a lot of emotional labor gets shipped on
the female faculty and that's also labor hours that women put in.
Q: There are a group of faculty that are meeting this semester and working through a
very good research study of challenges women have had with advancing through the
ranks and research based strategies that have worked to address those. People that are
in that book group have also been joining the two authors series of 4 learning sessions
through a professional association and then we're working to have one of the authors
come this fall. The group is trying to put together a series of recommendations for
what might work at Rollins. And then to have the author come and provide a public
talk for anyone that was interested, not just those in the book group and to see if we
get a bit of consulting. Because this emotional labor issue is not Rollins specific.
There is a robust body of research that's been gathered over 25 years, with some
suggestions, about how we might get past the differences in how men and women
report allocating their time.
Q: I want to reiterate that I wasn’t trying to suggest that men don’t care about their
student or that no male faculty pay lots of attention to their students. It is not men’s
or women’s fault if students turn more to female faculty.
Q: It was also pointed in that chat, that lately there have been a lot more women
participating in these professional development groups around equity than there have

been men. And as a common participant in those groups, I will say that the numbers
are problematic. This is time I'm not writing papers. It's actually time I’m not
meeting with my students. It's time I'm not prepping for classes. I'm just pointing out
that there's this gender equity work that also seems to be lifted a lot by those of us
with double XX’s.
A: The FAC has also been trying to streamline the FSAR and one of the changes that
we are proposing is to add categories to teaching and service for mentoring (broadly
defined) so that faculty have an opportunity to better account for how they are
spending their time in advising not only other students but also other faculty
members. Hopefully this enables us to better track or better account for how out
colleagues are devoting their time, especially in these unrecognized but important
areas.
Q: When FAC returns to study our salaries in comparison with peers, could they also
seek out models from peers that might not have market-based salary adjustments for
any of their departments? Could we combine a few of the issues discussed here today
during that information gathering.
A: I am happy to forward that to Meghal and the incoming FAC chair.
Q: There was a question in the chat about those of us who received an equity
adjustment in 2017. It wasn’t made clear if the equity adjustments were based on
gender, discipline, both, or other disparities. So, we may need to add some kind of
transparency when we make these adjustments how and why we are doing them.
Q: There was also a question in the chat about asking Harvard for a billion or two for
our endowment. We are the Harvard of the South, right?
Q: We need a direction for Meghal for next year. What do we want next year’s work
to be? Looks like the chat is voting for compression.
A: My recommendation is to look at compression/inversion and comparison to
benchmark peers. I think it goes hand in hand with what we just finished, and those
results will actually spin off into some of the other questions form this afternoon.
ii. Paul Reich thanked the committee for all of their work. He also asked Don to direct
the incoming chair of FAC to work with Meghal on the compression issue next year
and asked Susan to put it on Meghal’s calendar to rerun the gender/race/ethnicity
equity study in four years.
IV.

Reports
a. Executive Committee – Paul Reich ceded his time to Grant Cornwell.
i. Because of our collective effort (yours especially), the college will end our budget
cycle with a surplus. Our revenues are up because more students attended and
persisted because of your hard work and, in COVID we just haven’t spent as much on
our programs. Grant asked the Board of Trustees (and they agreed) to use that
surplus to restore the salary and benefits reduced June-December 2020 based on
budget projections. This will arrive in the form of a one-time stipend payment in
your May pay stub. Please look for an imminent email from him regarding this.
b. Curriculum Committee – Nothing to report. The fox visited on Tuesday.
c. Faculty Affairs Committee – Not much to report beyond the report already reported. We
did work with IT to keep the FSAR open year-round so faculty can continually add to it

as they spend their time. Next year’s committee will continue the work to streamline the
FSAR.
Motion to adjourn by Pamela Brannock. Dexter Boniface seconded. Meeting adjourned at 1:42
pm.

Faculty Evaluation Committee
Expressive Arts: Kim Dennis (2021-2022)
Humanities: Mario D’Amato (2019-2022)
Mathematics & Science: Laurel Habgood (2020-2023)
Social Sciences: Mike Gunter (2021-2022)
Social Sciences—Applied: Jim McLaughlin (2019-2022)
Alternate: Martha Cheng (2020-2023)
At-Large: Samuel Sanabria (2021-2023)
All-Faculty Appeals Committee
Susan Libby (2021-2024)
Sharon Carnahan (2020-2023)
Dexter Boniface (2019-2022)
Alternate: Rosana Diaz-Zambrana (2021-2024)
Alternate: Derrick Paladino (2021-2024)

Final Report
Faculty Salary Equity Committee

February 12, 2021

Members:
Dr. Amy Armenia, Sociology
Dr. Wendy Brandon, Education
Dr. Beni Balak, Economics
Dr. Jennifer Cavenaugh, Dean of the Faculty
Dr. Donald Davison, Chair, Faculty Affairs Committee
Dr. Mattea Garcia, Communications
Dr. Devin Hargrove, Business
Dr. Keith Wittingham, Crummer Graduate School of Business
Matt Hawks, Associate Vice President, HR & Risk Management
Udeth Lugo, Director of Institutional Research
Meghal Parikh, Director, Office of Institutional Analytics

Executive Summary
Provost Susan Singer charged a working group of faculty and administrators to examine the
possible existence of gender- or race/ethnicity-based bias in salaries. The working group
convened approximately every three weeks during the academic year 2019-2020. Early
meetings were used to agree on the collection of data, selection of appropriate variables to be
used in the models, review the literature regarding how salary equity has been examined at other
institutions, and develop the methods of analysis.
The faculty salary structure at Rollins College is powerfully influenced by several factors. For
approximately the last 20 years the College implemented across-the-board increases typically at
2%, when financial circumstances permit. The salary increase is dependent upon the overall
enrollment at the College. Consequently, some years there are no salary increases. During this
period the College generally followed a discipline-based approach when hiring new faculty.
Second, there are limited opportunities for salary increases. There are one-time salary increases
at the time of promotion to associate and full professor. Also, faculty selected as Cornell
Distinguished Faculty receive a $2500 increase in their salary. Beginning in 2016 Rollins
adopted a salary model where faculty recruitment in Business, Computer Science, and
Economics are largely determined by market forces.
Relying on average or mean-level salary by rank and gender such as provided by AAUP can be
distorted by the changing demographic composition of the faculty. Given these considerations
the working group used deidentified individual-level salary information to estimate the effect of
gender and race while controlling for these other factors. The primary methodology is
multivariate regression analysis for the entire CLA faculty (N=191), excluding visiting faculty,
adjuncts, lecturers, and Crummer faculty.1 A series of dichotomous (i.e., dummy) variables are
included in the regression models to test for significant effects on factors of interest (gender,
race, ethnicity). The empirical analyses were conducted by the Director of Institutional
Analytics under the guidance of the faculty/staff task force.
The major results are the following. First, there are some overall differences in salary by gender
and race/ethnicity. Aggregate differences in salary are significant by gender for the rank of
Professor and Associate Professor, and by race/ethnicity at the rank of Professor. When
controlling for other factors however, the dummy variables for gender, race and ethnicity are
consistently not statistically significant in all regression models tested (all T-tests failed at the .05
level). In other words, the regression analysis did not reveal evidence of gender-based or
race/ethnicity-based bias in salaries, when controlling for other factors. The most influential
factors explaining faculty salaries are field/division, years in rank, and promotion to associate or
full professor. It is important to note that the working group did not examine compression,
inversion, and a comparison of faculty salaries at Rollins to our benchmark institutions. This

1

A faculty member from Crummer was involved in the analysis but their faculty size was too small conduct a
separate analysis for them.

analysis is currently being conducted by a subcommittee of the Faculty Affairs Committee with
the Provost and the Director of Institutional Analytics.
Overall, then the aggregate differences by gender and race/ethnicity appear to be the result of
other effects that reflect occupational segregation rather than overt gender pay inequity, with
men overrepresented in the more highly paid parts of the faculty, those tenured, with longer
careers, and in the market-based salary fields.

Faculty Salary Equity Committee Charge
The Faculty Salary Equity Committee (FSEC) was created to answer questions about potential
inequities in faculty salaries by gender and race/ethnicity. The work of the FSEC also responds
to the expectation of transparency articulated in the Faculty Salary Philosophy. The group
convened in Fall 2019 to develop, conduct, and analyze data to meet the following charge:
The aim of this committee is to establish a systematic, recurring data-driven
protocol for examining issues of equity in faculty salaries especially with a
primary focus on gender and race/ethnicity of the faculty. This group will design
the methodology for a statistical analysis of faculty salaries, as well as help
prepare communications about the study to the rest of the faculty and senior
leadership. If there is evidence found in the analytical study that an inequity exists
in faculty salaries and it is associated with gender, race or ethnicity of the faculty,
the committee will provide a recommendation to the Provost.
In addition to identifying current inequities, the group also intends to develop a process
and methodology that can be repeated at regular intervals. The committee is a sharedgovernance approach in which both faculty and professional staff study faculty salary
equity together.

Purpose of this study
Examine faculty salary equity broadly across the College
Improve understanding of the faculty salary structure
Determine if there are systemic biases regarding faculty salary equity
Address perceptions about salary inequity across the campus environment

Faculty Salary System at Rollins College
The history of the faculty salary system at Rollins College exerts significant influence on the
distribution of salaries. Rollins briefly followed a merit system for faculty salary increases. The
merit system was limited to three years (AY2009-2012). Faculty salary increases at Rollins
College are largely determined by two events one-time only increases attached to promotion in
rank and an across the board salary increase each year depending upon fall enrollment. Faculty
promoted to the rank of Associate Professor receive an annual salary increase of $3,500 and
faculty promoted to the rank of Professor receive an annual salary increase of $6,000. (Approved
May 2015). Also, faculty who are selected as Cornell Distinguished Faculty receive a one-time
only increase of $2500. The second opportunity for salary increases are across-the-board
adjustments made most years. These increases are typically limited to 2%, depending upon the

financial condition of the College and the size of the entering class. Depending upon the
financial and enrollment circumstance there may be no across-the-board increase in a given year.
Given that faculty salaries are strongly influenced by two structural conditions promotion and
across-the-board adjustments then aggregate-level analysis can produce distortions. Furthermore,
those structural characteristics can move with exogeneous forces such as the changing
demographic composition of the faculty. For example, average salary by rank and gender could
suggest bias but it may be an artifact of other characteristics that are correlated with gender.
Accordingly, the primary method used by the salary equity study committee is multivariate
analysis rather than just examining aggregate differences.

Data
The analysis was conducted using salary information for the 2019-2020 academic year. The
factors evaluated in the analysis of salaries at Rollins were chosen based upon the models used in
the review of literature. Salary data were deidentified. The analysis excludes, Crummer faculty,
any faculty in Admin position, any international faculty with no race\ethnicity specified, any
other faculty with no race\ethnicity specified, and adjuncts.
List of Variables used in Analysis:
1) Base Salary (outcome variable)
2) Race (Value = Minority and Non-minority
3) Gender (Female = 1)
4) Rank
5) Division (for CLA only)
6) Years in Current Rank
7) Appointment Year and Appointment Decade
8) Age at Appointment
9) Flag to identify faculty on Tenure or Tenure earning track
10) Years in Tenure
11) Hire Year and Hire Decade
12) Number of years at Rollins College
13) Rank at Hire
14) Age at Hire
15) Pre-Rollins years of experience (sou ced f m e me main ained b Dean ffice)
16) CUPA Market Factor (z-score calculated of average salaries obtained from CUPA-HR
salary survey results across the all participating four-year institutions in the nation within
all R llin ele an di ci line matched with 2-digit and 4-digit CIP disciplines of
faculty)
17) Flag to identify if faculty has ever been a Cornell Distinguished Faculty
18) Flag to identify if Cornell Distinguished Faculty received an additional $2,500 to base
salary

Methodology
-

Identified 4 different statistical analysis methods
o Multiple Linear Regression with residual analysis
o Blinder-Oaxaca Decomposition
o Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM)
o Individual Growth Modeling

-

Identified numerous variables used to predict faculty salary (next page)
o rank, rank-at-hire, time-in-rank
o degree earned
o discipline, market factors

-

Identified discussions on inclusion/exclusion criteria for sample dataset
o tenured/tenure-track, librarians, research/clinical faculty, adjuncts
o not to mention, research productivity, service, committee work, teaching load

Exploratory analysis
- Correlation Analysis by Rank
o CLA
o Crummer
- T-tests for checking equality in means of base salaries by Gender and Race\Ethnicity
groups
o Null Hypothesis H0 = The mean base salaries received by White or Male faculty
are equal (or statistically indifferent) to mean base salaries received by Underrepresented or Female faculty.
o Alternate Hypothesis H1 = Mean base salaries received by White or Male faculty
and Under-represented or Female faculty are not equal.
For each indicator of interest where Probt < 0.05 the null hypothesis is rejected and
infer that the mean base salaries received by White or Male faculty are not equal to
the mean base salaries received by Under-represented or Female faculty (that is, there
is no statistically significant difference between under-represented or female faculty
salaries and white male faculty salaries).
-

Exploration results
o The Exploration results Excel file has the detailed results of Correlation analysis and
t-test analysis conducted by Institutional Analytics.

o Please feel free to contact Meghal Parikh at mparih@rollins.edu to get access to
these results if interested.
Regression Analysis
- Six multivariate regression models were developed:
o One each with Minority as base category and Female as the base category but
excluding Rank and Division of faculty in dependent variables
o One each as above but after adding Rank as a dependent variable
o One each as above but after adding Division as a dependent variable
-

-

Regression Model Results: The results of the six models are stored in a shareable Excel
file. Please feel free to contact Meghal Parikh at mparih@rollins.edu to get access to
these results if interested
Observations and conclusions
o All the six models were statistically significant and showed that the variance in
faculty base salary is a result of many factors such as number of years in rank,
number of years since hiring and Market Factor. However, Race/Ethnicity or
Gender does not show as a statistically significant factor that affects faculty base
salary in any of the six models.
o Race/ethnicity and Gender could not be used in any regression models together
because it results in extremely low faculty counts in many categories. This can be
seen in the Summary Tab in the Regression Model Results Excel file.
o These modeling results shows the relationship between quantitative factors
mentioned above with the CLA faculty base salary. Causation cannot be proved
using these regression models. In other words, only the correlation aspect is
evaluated. Causation is neither proved nor evaluated in a regression analysis.

Interactive Scatter Plots
- To observe univariate regression effects of each dependent variable along with Rank
and Division bifurcation, interactive scatter plots were developed in the data
visualization tool Tableau.
- Link to dashboard: https://us-east1.online.tableau.com/#/site/rollinscollegeanalytics/workbooks/673857?:origin=card_shar
e_link
- Please feel free to contact Meghal Parikh at mparih@rollins.edu to get access to these
scatter plots if interested. Due to limited number of licenses available, all faculty cannot
be given access to the tool at the same time, hence the access will be granted on firstcome-first-serve basis for a limited number of days.

Results
Average Salaries by Rank, Gender, and Membership in Under-Represented Group
Figure 1 reports average salary by rank and gender. The average salary difference by gender is
significant at the Associate and Professor ranks, with gaps of 14.4% and 13.4%, respectively.

Figure 1
-

Average Faculty Salaries by Gender, 2019-2020

Figure 2 presents average salary by gender and rank with average number of years in rank. The
average salaries for male associate and full professors are higher compared to female colleagues.
However, the average number of years in rank is substantially greater compared to female
associate and full professors suggesting that salary differences may be an artifact of demographic
factors.

Figure 2
Average Faculty Salaries by Gender and Years in Rank, 2019-2020

Figures 3 and 4 (below) report similar information comparing average salaries and years in rank
for white and minority faculty. Results for associate professor and lecturer are withheld due to
the small number of cases.
Figure 3
Average Salary for White and Minority Faculty, 2019 – 2020

Facult count too lo to displa a erages

Facult count too lo to displa a erages

Figure 4
Average Faculty Salaries by URM and Years in Rank, 2019-2020

** faculty counts too low at the associate and lecturer ranks to display in the chart

Explaining Salary Differences by Gender and Race/Ethnicity: Multivariate Analyses
Figure 1 indicates gender-related salary disparities, however, Figure 2 suggests those disparities
may be related to other demographic factors and institutional procedures for awarding acrossthe-board salary increases. In order to fully account for these more complicated factors we use
multivariate regression techniques. Multivariate regression is able to isolate the separate and
independent effects for each factor of interest while holding the other variables constant.
Further, a multivariate approach allows us to estimate the average effects at the individual-level
of analysis instead of relying on aggregate analyses.
The results for the full multivariate regression models a e f nd in he M deling Re l
attachment in the Appendix. Factors that meet the test of statistical significance (p<0.05) are
highlighted. There are three models each for gender and URM membership, using the main
independent variables, but then including either 1) CUPA market factor to control for field, 2)
rank and CUPA market factor, and 3) rank and division (in lieu of CUPA market factor).
Because CUPA market factor is strongly correlated with division, those two variables cannot be
used in the same model. Looking at these models together, the regression results show several
important outcomes.
First, the significant predictors of base salary are: being tenured/tenure-track, years tenured, age,
and division/CUPA factor. Second, once accounting for these factors, gender and race in an
under-represented group are not statistically significant in all six models. The results suggest
that the patterns illustrated in Figure 1 are results of these other mechanisms. In other words, the
overrepresentation of men among Business division faculty, and the most senior faculty, result in
an overall difference in pay for women and URMs. (Refer to the Technical Appendix for detailed
statistical results and diagnostics.)

Conclusions and Recommendations
Last year the provost convened a committee of faculty and administrators to examine the
existence of potential bias in faculty salaries related to gender and/or membership in an underrepresented group. The committee reviewed relevant literature regarding appropriate methods
used to identify and measure potential salary bias. Based upon the extant professional literature
the committee identified 18 independent factors that might influence disparities in base salary.
Further, the committee developed a methodology that relied upon multivariate regression to
isolate the sources of potential bias while controlling for each independent factor. The analysis
and modeling is capable of detecting (gender or race/ethnicity bias in matched pairing (modeled
statistically). Generally, the regression results reveal no evidence of salary bias independently
related to sex or membership in an under-represented group, but rather reflects the tendency
towards occupational segregation that is mirrored in the larger labor market. The results

identified years in rank, promotion, age at the time of hire, and market considerations to be
significant factors that explain approximately 70+% of the variation in base salaries at Rollins
College.
The Committee offers the following recommendations. First, the College must remain vigilant
regarding the possibility of salary bias. Any faculty member who believes their salary to be
inappropriate should direct their concern to the Dean of the Faculty and the Vice-President for
Academic Affairs and Provost. Second, the committee recommends that similar faculty salary
studies be conducted at regular four-year intervals and the results are communicated to the
faculty. Finally, the committee did not investigate the existence of compression, inversion, or
competitive market comparisons. We recommend that a separate committee under the authority
of the Faculty Affairs Committee conduct this analysis at four-year intervals.
Finally, we believe these results suggest several questions for future discussion and investigation.
One question that emerges from the study is why there are fewer women in the rank of full
professor with comparable number of years in-rank as males. Is this related to current hiring
practices, a naturally occurring generational replacement process nationally, the relative amount
of time women spend at the rank of associate professor, or other factors? An additional question
for future discussion is how much weight can and should be given to market forces? The
committee recognizes that market forces are a reality which cannot be avoided. However, recent
changes to salary offer guidelines (that standardized salary offers outside of the three marketbased disciplines) have effectively reduced the gender disparities among Assistant Professors. Is
it possible to balance the influence of outside markets with our goal to reduce inequalities?

Appendices
(See attached Excel files)

Modeling Results (regression results)
Statistical Exploration Results (diagnostics)
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